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SECTIONONE Overview

A noise analysis was completed for the US 160 project corridor. EXisting noise levels were
characterized and future 2025 noise levels were modeled to determine possible noise impacts as
a result of widening US 160. The results from this noise analysis will aid in determination of
project compliance with state and federal standards for noise.

As part of this noise analysis, the No Action Alternative and two action alternatives in each of
the four sections were modeled and compared against existing conditions. In addition, potential
noise abatement strategies were considered for mitigating roadway noise impacts. This process
was completed according to state and federal noise policies and regulations. Noise impacts were
calculated and the noise analysis was performed in accordance with the standards outlined in the
CDOT Noise Analysis and Abatement Guidelines (CDOT 2002). Noise levels were modeled
using the CDOT Noise Prediction Software entitled “The Technology Group Highway Noise
Analysis Software Library,” which is based on FHWA’s noise prediction model STAMINA
2.0/0PTIMA, and the 1994 emission factors were employed.
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SECTIONTWO Traffic Noise Methodology

All sound level measurements and estimates in this document are reported as equivalent
continuous noise level per hour [L(eg/h)] in units of A-weighted decibels (dBA). The equivalent
continuous noise level [L(eq)] describes the receptor’s average noise exposure from all events
over a given period of time. L(eg/h) is the hourly value of L(eq). Since traffic noise generated
by passing vehicles and traffic volumes constantly fluctuates, a unit of measurement called the
A-equivalent level, or L(eq), has been developed to characterize traffic noise impacts. The “A”
indicates the sound has been filtered to reduce the strength of very low and very high frequency
sounds, much as the human ear would hear. On the average, each A-weighted sound level
increase of 10 dB corresponds to an approximate doubling of subjective loudness. Table 2.1,
Decibel Increase versus Audible Difference, summarizes the audible differences perceived by
most people associated with changes in decibel levels.

Table 2.1
Decibel Increase versus Audible Difference

Decibel Increase Audible Difference
1 dBA No perceptible change
3dBA Barely perceptible change
5dBA Readily perceptible change
10 dBA Perceived as twice as loud

2.1 NOISE ABATEMENT GUIDELINES

The FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) defines noise levels which, if approached or
exceeded, require noise abatement consideration. The NAC categories that apply along the

US 160 project corridor include Category B (residences, schools, churches, parks) and

Category C (for the purposes of this study, mostly commercial areas). The impact levels for this
study, as stipulated by CDOT, are 66 dBA for an NAC B, and 71 for an NAC C and were used as
ultimate threshold levels for noise abatement consideration. The CDOT NAC criteria are shown
in Table 2.2, CDOT Noise Abatement Criteria.

Noise abatement guidelines also stipulate that noise abatement should be considered when the
noise levels “substantially exceed the existing noise levels”. This criterion is defined as
increases in the L(eq) of 10 dBA or more above existing noise levels.

Table 2.2
CDOT Noise Abatement Criteria

Activity L(eg/h),*

Category dBA Description of Activity Category

A 56 Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and serve
(exterior) | an important public need, and where the preservation of those qualities is
essential if the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose.

B 66 Picnic areas, recreational areas, playgrounds, active sport areas, parks,
(exterior) | residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals.

C 71 Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in Categories A or B
(exterior) | above.
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SECTIONTWO Traffic Noise Methodology

Table 2.2
CDOT Noise Abatement Criteria

S HEZInK Description of Activity Category

Category dBA
D None Undeveloped lands.
E 51 Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches,

(interior) | libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums.

Source: CDOT.
*Hourly A-weighted sound level in decibels, reflecting a 1 dBA “approach” value below 23CFR772 values.

The majority of the land use along US 160 is rural with homes on very large acreage. Locations
of densely developed areas exist in the Grandview, Gem Village, and Bayfield sections.

2.2 EXISTING NOISE ASSESSMENT

Existing ambient noise levels along the project corridor were determined by direct measurements
at 12 locations along US 160 in September 1999. Additionally, measurements were collected
along SH 172 south of US 160, and along CR 521 in Bayfield. Short-term measurements

(15 minutes) were taken at the selected sites in representative areas of frequent human activity.
Receptor sites were typically used to represent areas where residents would be using their homes
such as porches, decks, driveways, and yards, or where patrons would be using a business. No
significant or altering noises were observed during the measurements. These field data,
including the natural rolling topography, receptor locations, roadway alignments, and existing
walls, were used to code and validate the noise models.

The measurements were recorded on a warm, dry, calm weekday using a Quest Technologies
2900 integrating and logging sound level meter. Field data collection included the type of
vehicle, operating speeds, and existing noise level information.

A comparative analysis of sound level meter readings and modeled receptor noise levels for the
existing conditions is shown in Table 2.3, Meter Readings and Modeled Noise Levels. The
difference between the existing readings and verified model noise levels is within 3 dBA and
considered acceptable.

Table 2.3
Meter Readings and Modeled Noise Levels
Existing L(eg/h), Verified Existing Difference,
Address dBA* L(eg/h), dBA dBA
Grand R2 52.6 52.4 -0.2
Grand R4 45.0 44.8 -0.2
Grand R6 63.1 63.5 0.4
Grand R8 63.1 62.7 -0.4
Grand R10 57.5 57.2 -0.3
Narrow R6 58.9 58.4 -0.5
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SECTIONTWO Traffic Noise Methodology

Table 2.3
Meter Readings and Modeled Noise Levels
Existing L(eg/h), Verified Existing Difference,
Address dBA* L(eg/h), dBA dBA
Gem R4 57.3 58.0 0.7
Gem R5 68.2 67.1 -1.1
Bay R2 64.7 64.1 -0.6
Bay R3 58.8 59.0 0.2
Bay R5 61.2 62.5 1.3
Bay R9 60.2 59.0 -1.2

*Hourly A-weighted sound level.

2.3  PREDICTED NOISE ASSESSMENT

Once validated, the existing noise model provided the basis for the development of the 2025 No
Action Alternative and 2025 action alternatives noise models. A number of receivers were
placed at various locations along the project corridor and were set 5 feet above ground. These
locations were used to establish the expected noise levels at homes, generally in common use
areas such as backyards, porches, and patios.

The existing noise model used actual peak-hour traffic volumes on the existing roadway network
if they represented an LOS C operating condition. If they represented a lower LOS, the
maximum volume the roadway could accommodate to operate at LOS C was used. The LOS C
threshold volumes were estimated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (NRC 2000).

The 2025 No Action Alternative noise models evaluated future traffic noise levels on the existing
roadway network. The assessment of future noise levels was based on volumes that operate at
LOS C at the posted speed limits. Generally, these volumes are less than the predicted peak hour
volumes.

The 2025 action alternative noise models considered future traffic volumes that reflect LOS C
operations with the proposed four-lane highway improvements. The model results were
evaluated for compliance and compared to the existing model data to determine where noise
abatement should be considered.

The entire corridor was modeled as a “soft” surface because of the large expanse of undeveloped
areas. Receivers that were used only for determination of noise contours, or that were eliminated
due to the roadway alignment, are not included in the report. Access roads were not modeled
due to their anticipated low traffic volumes (less than 50 vehicles per hour) and speeds (25 miles
per hour or less).

Tables 2.4 through 2.6 illustrate the traffic volumes, vehicle mix, and speeds that were assumed
for the roadways in the models.
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SECTIONTWO Traffic Noise Methodology

Table 2.4
Roadway Traffic Volumes
US 160 E/W Street LOS C Volume N/S Streets
Existing/ No Action Action 2025 Existing No Action

Intersection LOSC LOSC LOSC LOSC LOSC Action

Volume Volume Volume Volume Volume Volume

1 | Beginning of project 485 2650 6480 (8555) N/A! N/A! N/A!

(Station 57+00)

2 | CR233 485 2650 4815 315 970 3230

(Station 137+00) (3730)

3 | CR234/SH 172 485 2650 3035 1680 970 1200
(Station 209+00)

4 | US 160 Florida Mesa 485 780 2705 N/A N/A N/A
(Station 235+00)

5 | US 160 Gem Village 725 970 1155 N/A N/A N/A
(Station 354+00)

6 | US 160 Bayfield 785 970 1390 N/A N/A N/A!
(Station 748+00)

7 | CR501 785 970 1390 830 1340 1460

(Station 809+00) (1340)

9 | US 550 (south) (Alt. G) N/A? N/A? N/A? N/A? N/A? 2160

10 | US 550 (south (Alt. F) N/A? N/A? N/A? N/A? N/A? 3550

N/AL: This intersection does not have a N/S street associated with it, therefore there are no LOS C volumes.
N/AZ This roadway is a N/S road, therefore there are not E/W LOS C volumes.

XXXX (XXXX): First numbers given are for the Preferred Alternative, and the second numbers are for the other action or No
Action Alternative.

Table 2.5
Vehicle Mix

Assumed Vehicle Percentages
for Noise Analysis

Cars 95%
Medium heavy vehicles 3%
Large heavy vehicles 2%
Table 2.6
Vehicle Speed
Street Class Approximate Speed
Mainline US 160 60 mph
Interchange ramps 40 mph
Side roads 30 mph
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SECTIONTHREE Noise Impacts

Future 2025 noise model runs for each of the action alternatives were based on the existing
model set up. For each of the action alternatives, the existing model was modified to reflect the
proposed roadway improvements and future traffic data for the worst hourly traffic noise
conditions [level of service (LOS) C]. Traffic volumes and alignments were different for each of
the action alternatives requiring model runs for each scenario to determine noise impacts for each
alternative. The No Action Alternative model was created by using the existing model and
changing the volumes and speeds to reflect future 2025 volumes.

Receivers were placed along the project corridor and typically represented areas where residents
would be using their homes or where patrons would be using a business. For modeling purposes,
some receivers could represent multiple business or residential structures (receptor sites).
Therefore, each receiver would represent one or multiple receptor sites. Receivers were modeled
5 feet above the ground level elevation to approximate the height of the average human ear.
Receiver locations are depicted in Figures B-1 through B-57. Tables 3.1 through 3.12 contain
traffic noise levels as modeled by STAMINA for existing conditions and future conditions for
each alternative.

To provide for a detailed and thorough prediction of all noise impacts for the existing conditions,
wooden, vinyl, and other non-masonry privacy fences, which are not normally constructed to
abate noise, were not modeled as noise walls, since they generally do not provide an appreciable
amount of noise reduction. These fences cannot normally be considered noise walls in that they
contain many gaps, each of which results in additional transmission of noise, and are not
sufficiently dense to provide perceptible noise reduction. When fences are included in the
models (typically only concrete or masonry walls), considerations are given as to whether the
fence will remain in good condition over the life of the project (20 years for projected future
noise levels). If there is a question as to the durability of the fence, it is not included in the
report. Existing masonry wall locations included in the models are shown in Figures B-1
through B-57 for each of the alternatives.

3.1 GRANDVIEW SECTION

3.1.1 No Action Alternative

Under the 2025 Grandview Section No Action Alternative, 37 receptor sites would experience
noise levels equal to or exceeding the 66 dBA (Category B) or 71 dBA (Category C) threshold.
None of the receptor sites would experience a substantial increase in noise levels. The total
number of impacted receptor sites for the No Action Alternative would be 37.

Results of this analysis are presented in Table 3.1, Grandview Section No Action Alternative.
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SECTIONTHREE

Noise Impacts

Table 3.1
Grandview Section No Action Alternative
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number | Receptor Site Represented | Existing | No Action Limits? Existing
150 1 house N/A N/A N/A N/A
151 1 house N/A N/A N/A No
152 1 house N/A N/A N/A N/A
153 1 business N/A N/A N/A No
154 1 house N/A N/A N/A N/A
155 1 house N/A N/A N/A No
25 5 mobile homes 50.7 58.2 No No
29 3 mobile homes 56.3 63.7 No No
29A 3 mobile homes 60.9 68.3 Yes No
30 2 mobile homes 56.8 64.2 No No
34 2 mobile homes 57.6 65.0 No No
37 1 house 56.7 64.1 No No
38 1 house 57.1 64.5 No No
39 1 business 60.7 68.1 No No
40 1 business 57.9 65.3 No No
41 1 house 55.9 63.3 No No
42 2 houses 55.4 62.8 No No
43 1 house 58.4 65.8 No No
44 1 business 64.9 68.8 No No
52 1 house 58.3 67.0 Yes No
55 1 house 54.7 63.4 No No
56 3 mobile homes 53.4 62.0 No No
57 1 business 57.7 66.4 No No
58 3 mobile homes 55.5 64.0 No No
63 1 house 54.0 61.6 No No
65 1 house 53.3 60.9 No No
66 1 house 58.0 65.4 No No
67 1 house 60.5 68.0 Yes No
68 1 house 58.3 65.7 No No
69 2 houses 58.2 65.6 No No
70 6 mobile homes 55.9 63.4 No No
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SECTIONTHREE Noise Impacts

Table 3.1
Grandview Section No Action Alternative
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number | Receptor Site Represented | Existing | No Action Limits? Existing
71 4 mobile homes 53.6 61.0 No No
72 3 mobile homes 57.7 65.1 No No
73 2 houses 52.9 60.3 No No
74 1 house 56.5 63.9 No No
75 1 business 55.1 62.5 No No
79 1 business 56.6 64.0 No No
81 2 houses 58.4 65.9 No No
82 1 house 59.8 67.2 Yes No
116 1 business 55.9 63.3 No No
118 3 mobile homes 57.7 66.3 Yes No
119 2 mobile homes 56.6 65.3 No No
120 1 business 57.7 66.4 No No
121 1 business 52.4 60.0 No No
122 1 house 51.3 59.8 No No
300 1 house 37.7 45.9 No No
301 1 house 37.8 46.0 No No
302 1 house 37.3 455 No No
304 1 house 45.2 53.1 No No
305 1 house 44.8 52.7 No No
306 1 house 46.1 53.9 No No
307 1 house 455 52.4 No No
309 1 house 48.5 56.3 No No
310 1 mobile home 49.5 57.3 No No
312 1 house 50.4 58.1 No No
315 1 house 51.0 58.9 No No
318 1 mobile home 56.3 63.9 No No
320 4 mobile homes 56.2 63.9 No No
322 1 house, 1 mobile home 56.2 64.2 No No
323 4 mobile homes 59.1 66.9 Yes No
324 1 house 545 61.9 No No
326 1 business 50.0 57.5 No No

B-8 US 160 Draft Final EIS, January 2006



SECTIONTHREE

Noise Impacts

Table 3.1
Grandview Section No Action Alternative
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number | Receptor Site Represented | Existing | No Action Limits? Existing
83 1 house 56.5 63.9 No No
84 1 house 58.9 66.3 Yes No
85 2 houses 60.8 68.2 Yes No
86 1 house 57.4 64.8 No No
87 1 house 59.7 67.1 Yes No
88 2 houses 60.4 67.8 Yes No
89 1 business 62.0 69.4 No No
90 1 business 59.8 67.2 No No
91 1 business 55.3 62.7 No No
92 1 house 62.0 69.3 Yes No
93 1 house 55.8 63.2 No No
94 1 business 58.3 65.6 No No
95 8 mobile homes 60.7 68.1 Yes No
96 4 mobile homes, 1 house 59.3 66.6 Yes No
97 5 mobile homes 57.4 64.8 No No
98 1 business 59.2 66.6 No No
102 2 houses 63.0 70.4 Yes No
103 1 church, 1 mobile home 57.6 64.9 No No
104 1 house 57.6 64.4 No No
105 2 mobile homes 66.3 67.9 Yes No
106 2 mobile homes 56.7 63.7 No No
107 3 mobile homes 56.2 63.3 No No
107b 1 mobile home 57.4 64.2 No No
108 1 house 56.3 63.4 No No
109 1 house 53.9 59.7 No No
110 1 house 54.9 60.3 No No
112 1 house 45.0 50.5 No No
114 1 house 45.1 50.5 No No
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SECTIONTHREE Noise Impacts

3.1.2 Alternative G Modified (Preferred Alternative)

Under the 2025 Grandview Section Alternative G Modified (Preferred Alternative), 48 receptor
sites would experience noise levels equal to or exceeding the 66 dBA (Category B) or 71 dBA
(Category C) threshold. Seventeen receptor sites would experience a substantial increase in
noise levels. The total number of impacted receptor sites for the Preferred Alternative would be
51.

Results of this analysis are presented in Table 3.2, Grandview Section Alternative G Modified
(Preferred Alternative).

Table 3.2
Grandview Section Alternative G Modified (Preferred Alternative)

Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing | 2025 Action Limits? Existing
150 1 house N/A 55.1 N/A N/A
151 1 house N/A 54.4 N/A N/A
152 1 house N/A 56.5 N/A N/A
153 1 business N/A 55.0 N/A N/A
154 1 house N/A 52.6 N/A N/A
155 1 house N/A 61.0 N/A N/A
25 5 mobile homes 50.7 * N/A N/A
29 3 mobile homes 56.3 66.5 Yes Yes
29A 3 mobile homes 60.9 71.6 Yes Yes
30 2 mobile homes 56.8 66.9 Yes Yes
34 2 mobile homes 57.6 67.9 Yes Yes
37 1 house 56.7 65.9 No No
38 1 house 57.1 66.4 Yes No
39 1 business 60.7 69.9 No No
40 1 business 57.9 66.9 No No
41 1 house 55.9 64.9 No No
42 2 houses 55.4 64.6 No No
43 1 house 58.4 68.1 Yes No
44 1 business 64.9 70.0 No No
52 1 house 58.3 67.0 Yes No
55 1 house 54.7 63.6 No No
56 3 mobile homes 53.4 61.9 No No
57 1 business 57.7 65.3 No No
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SECTIONTHREE

Noise Impacts

Table 3.2
Grandview Section Alternative G Modified (Preferred Alternative)
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing | 2025 Action Limits? Existing
58 3 mobile homes 55.5 63.5 No No
63 1 house 54.0 61.7 No No
65 1 house 53.3 60.9 No No
66 1 house 58.0 55.8 No No
67 1 house 60.5 67.2 Yes No
68 1 house 58.3 64.6 No No
69 2 houses 58.2 64.9 No No
70 6 mobile homes 55.9 61.4 No No
71 4 mobile homes 53.6 62.8 No No
72 3 mobile homes 57.7 66.9 Yes No
73 2 houses 52.9 59.7 No No
74 1 house 56.5 63.5 No No
75 1 business 55.1 62.2 No No
79 1 business 56.6 63.2 No No
81 2 houses 58.4 62.7 No No
82 1 house 59.8 64.9 No No
116 1 business 55.9 60.9 No No
118 3 mobile homes 57.7 64.4 No No
119 2 mobile homes 56.6 65.2 No No
120 1 business 57.7 65.8 No No
121 1 business 52.4 62.4 No Yes
122 1 house 51.3 61.5 No Yes
300 1 house 37.7 43.7 No No
301 1 house 37.8 44.2 No No
302 1 house 37.3 43.6 No No
304 1 house 45.2 53.0 No No
305 1 house 44.8 52.6 No No
306 1 house 46.1 54.0 No No
307 1 house 45.5 53.4 No No
309 1 house 48.5 56.5 No No
310 1 mobile home 49.5 57.6 No No
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SECTIONTHREE

Noise Impacts

Table 3.2
Grandview Section Alternative G Modified (Preferred Alternative)
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing | 2025 Action Limits? Existing
312 1 house 50.4 58.3 No No
315 1 house 51.0 59.2 No No
318 1 mobile home 56.3 63.9 No No
320 4 mobile homes 56.2 64.0 No No
322 1 house, 1 mobile home 56.2 64.2 No No
323 4 mobile homes 59.1 66.5 Yes No
324 1 house 545 61.4 No No
326 1 business 50.0 57.5 No No
83 1 house 56.5 63.2 No No
84 1 house 58.9 66.1 Yes No
85 2 houses 60.8 68.5 Yes No
86 1 house 57.4 65.0 No No
87 1 house 59.7 67.2 Yes No
88 2 houses 60.4 67.9 Yes No
89 1 business 62.0 69.9 No No
90 1 business 59.8 67.6 No No
91 1 business 55.3 62.8 No No
92 1 house 62.0 69.6 Yes No
93 1 house 55.8 63.5 No No
94 1 business 58.3 66.6 No No
95 8 mobile homes 60.7 69.3 Yes No
96 4 mobile homes, 1 house 59.3 67.8 Yes No
97 5 mobile homes 57.4 65.7 No No
98 1 business 59.2 66.2 No No
102 2 houses 63.0 68.0 Yes No
103 1 church, 1 mobile home 57.6 67.7 Yes Yes
104 1 house 57.6 63.2 No No
105 2 mobile homes 66.3 65.7 No No
106 2 mobile homes 56.7 66.6 Yes No
107 3 mobile homes 56.2 65.7 No No
107b 1 mobile home 57.4 67.9 Yes Yes
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SECTIONTHREE Noise Impacts

Table 3.2
Grandview Section Alternative G Modified (Preferred Alternative)
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing | 2025 Action Limits? Existing
108 1 house 56.3 62.2 No No
109 1 house 53.9 63.6 No No
110 1 house 54.9 64.2 No No
112 1 house 45.0 59.2 No Yes
114 1 house 45.1 64.0 No Yes

3.1.3 Alternative F Modified

Under the 2025 Grandview Section Alternative F Modified, 54 receptor sites would experience
noise levels equal to or exceeding the 66 dBA (Category B) or 71 dBA (Category C) threshold.
Forty-six receptor sites would experience a substantial increase in noise levels. The total number
of impacted receptor sites for this alternative would be 82.

Results of this analysis are presented in Table 3.3, Grandview Section Alternative F Modified.

Table 3.3
Grandview Section Alternative F Modified

Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing 2025 Action Limits? Existing
25 5 mobile homes 50.7 62.3 No Yes
29 3 mobile homes 56.3 67.5 Yes Yes
29A 3 mobile homes 60.9 72.3 Yes Yes
30 2 mobile homes 56.8 67.9 Yes Yes
34 2 mobile homes 57.6 69.1 Yes Yes
37 1 house 56.7 67.2 Yes Yes
38 1 house 57.1 67.6 Yes Yes
39 1 business 60.7 71.0 Yes Yes
40 1 business 57.9 68.0 No Yes
41 1 house 55.9 66.0 Yes Yes
42 2 houses 55.4 65.8 No Yes
43 1 house 58.4 69.3 Yes Yes
44 1 business 64.9 71.1 Yes No
52 1 house 58.3 68.1 Yes No
55 1 house 54.7 64.7 No Yes
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Table 3.3
Grandview Section Alternative F Modified
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing 2025 Action Limits? Existing
56 3 mobile homes 53.4 63.1 No No
57 1 business 57.7 66.5 No No
58 3 mobile homes 55.5 64.7 No No
63 1 house 54.0 64.1 No Yes
65 1 house 53.3 65.6 No Yes
66 1 house 58.0 55.9 No No
67 1 house 60.5 68.5 Yes No
68 1 house 58.3 65.2 No No
69 2 houses 58.2 65.1 No No
70 6 mobile homes 55.9 61.6 No No
71 4 mobile homes 53.6 63.2 No No
72 3 mobile homes 57.7 67.0 Yes No
73 2 houses 52.9 60.1 No No
74 1 house 56.5 63.7 No No
75 1 business 55.1 62.5 No No
79 1 business 56.6 63.3 No No
81 2 houses 58.4 62.8 No No
82 1 house 59.8 64.9 No No
116 1 business 55.9 61.0 No No
118 3 mobile homes 57.7 65.6 No No
119 2 mobile homes 56.6 66.4 Yes No
120 1 business 57.7 66.8 No No
121 1 business 52.4 63.2 No Yes
122 1 house 51.3 62.7 No Yes
300 1 house 37.7 61.9 No Yes
301 1 house 37.8 60.7 No Yes
302 1 house 37.3 57.6 No Yes
304 1 house 45.2 61.4 No Yes
305 1 house 44.8 60.2 No Yes
306 1 house 46.1 62.9 No Yes
307 1 house 45.5 62.1 No Yes
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Table 3.3
Grandview Section Alternative F Modified
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing 2025 Action Limits? Existing
309 1 house 48.5 61.5 No Yes
310 1 mobile home 49.5 60.8 No Yes
312 1 house 50.4 64.0 No Yes
315 1 house 51.0 61.6 No Yes
318 1 mobile home 56.3 65.4 No No
320 4 mobile homes 56.2 65.4 No No
322 1 house, 1 mobile home 56.2 65.4 No No
323 4 mobile homes 59.1 67.7 Yes No
324 1 house 54.5 62.8 No No
326 1 business 50.0 61.0 No Yes
83 1 house 56.5 63.2 No No
84 1 house 58.9 66.1 Yes No
85 2 houses 60.8 68.5 Yes No
86 1 house 57.4 65.0 No No
87 1 house 59.7 67.2 Yes No
88 2 houses 60.4 67.9 Yes No
89 1 business 62.0 69.9 No No
90 1 business 59.8 67.6 No No
91 1 business 55.3 65.8 No Yes
92 1 house 62.0 69.6 Yes No
93 1 house 55.8 63.5 No No
94 1 business 58.3 66.6 No No
95 8 mobile homes 60.7 69.3 Yes No
96 4 mobile homes, 1 house 59.3 67.8 Yes No
97 5 mobile homes 57.4 65.7 No No
98 1 business 59.2 66.2 No No
102 2 houses 63.0 68.0 Yes No
103 1 church, 1 mobile home 57.6 67.7 Yes Yes
104 1 house 57.6 63.2 No No
105 2 mobile homes 66.3 65.7 No No
106 2 mobile homes 56.7 66.6 Yes No
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Table 3.3
Grandview Section Alternative F Modified

Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing 2025 Action Limits? Existing
107 3 mobile homes 56.2 65.7 No No
107b 1 mobile home 57.4 67.9 Yes Yes
108 1 house 56.3 62.2 No No
109 1 house 53.9 63.6 No No
110 1 house 54.9 64.2 No No
112 1 house 45.0 59.2 No Yes
114 1 house 45.1 64.0 No Yes

3.2 FLORIDA MESA AND VALLEY SECTION

3.2.1 No Action Alternative

Under the 2025 Florida Mesa and Valley Section No Action Alternative, none of the receptor
sites would experience noise levels equal to or exceeding 66 dBA (Category B) or 71 dBA
(Category C). None of the receptor sites would experience a substantial increase in noise levels.

Results of this analysis are presented in Table 3.4, Florida Mesa and Valley Section No Action
Alternative.
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Table 3.4
Florida Mesa and Valley Section No Action Alternative
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing | No Action Limits? Existing
401 1 house 56.3 56.6 No No
402 1 house 52.9 53.3 No No
403 1 house 57.4 57.8 No No
405 1 house 62.1 62.5 No No
406 1 house 56.2 56.6 No No
407 2 houses 52.0 52.4 No No
411 1 house 54.1 54.5 No No
412 1 house 56.6 57.0 No No
413 1 business 54.1 54.5 No No
414 1 house 60.7 61.0 No No
417 1 mobile home 57.8 58.2 No No
418 1 mobile home 56.2 56.6 No No
419 1 mobile home 55.1 55.5 No No
421 1 house 57.4 57.8 No No
423 1 house 58.8 59.2 No No
424 1 house 56.4 56.8 No No
425 1 house 52.5 52.9 No No

3.2.2 Alternative C (Preferred Alternative)

Under the 2025 Florida Mesa and Valley Section Alternative C (Preferred Alternative), one
receptor site would experience noise levels equal to or exceeding 66 dBA (Category B) or

71 dBA (Category C). None of the receptor sites would experience a substantial increase in
noise levels. The total number of impacted receptor sites for the Preferred Alternative would be

one.

Results of this analysis are presented in Table 3.5, Florida Mesa and Valley Section
Alternative C (Preferred Alternative).
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Table 3.5
Florida Mesa and Valley Section Alternative C (Preferred Alternative)
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing 2025 Action Limits? Existing

401 1 house 56.3 59.4 No No
402 1 house 52.9 56.3 No No
403 1 house 57.4 64.4 No No
405 1 house 62.1 65.1 No No
406 1 house 56.2 63.6 No No
407 2 houses 52.0 58.2 No No
411 1 house 54.1 58.8 No No
412 1 house 56.6 60.8 No No
413 1 business 54.1 60.7 No No
414 1 house 60.7 63.7 No No
417 1 mobile home 57.8 66.2 Yes No
418 1 mobile home 56.2 63.8 No No
419 1 mobile home 55.1 62.3 No No
421 1 house 57.4 62.2 No No
423 1 house 58.8 63.8 No No
424 1 house 56.4 61.7 No No
425 1 house 52.5 57.9 No No

3.2.3 Alternative A

Under the 2025 Florida Mesa and Valley Section Alternative A, one receptor site would
experience noise levels equal to or exceeding the 66 dBA (Category B) or 71 dBA (Category C).
None of the receptor sites would experience a substantial increase in noise levels. The total
number of impacted receptor sites for this alternative would be one.

Results of this analysis are presented in Table 3.6, Florida Mesa and Valley Section

Alternative A.
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Table 3.6
Florida Mesa and Valley Section Alternative A
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing | 2025 Action Limits? Existing
401 1 house 56.3 59.4 No No
402 1 house 52.9 56.3 No No
403 1 house 57.4 64.4 No No
405 1 house 62.1 65.1 No No
406 1 house 56.2 63.6 No No
407 2 houses 52.0 58.2 No No
411 1 house 54.1 58.8 No No
412 1 house 56.6 60.8 No No
413 1 business 54.1 60.7 No No
414 1 house 60.7 63.7 No No
417 1 mobile home 57.8 66.2 Yes No
418 1 mobile home 56.2 63.8 No No
419 1 mobile home 55.1 62.3 No No
421 1 house 57.4 62.2 No No
423 1 house 58.8 63.8 No No
424 1 house 56.4 61.7 No No

3.3 DRY CREEK AND GEM VILLAGE SECTION

3.3.1 No Action Alternative

Under the 2025 Dry Creek and Gem Village Section No Action Alternative, three receptor sites
would experience noise levels equal to or exceeding the 66 dBA (Category B) or 71 dBA
(Category C). One receptor site would experience a substantial increase in noise levels. The
total number of impacted receptor sites for this alternative would be four.

Results of this analysis are presented in Table 3.7, Dry Creek and Gem Village Section No
Action Alternative.
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Table 3.7
Dry Creek and Gem Village Section No Action Alternative
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing No Action Limits? Existing
501 1 house 55.3 53.5 No No
502 1 house 57.6 60.4 No No
503 1 business 54.3 58.0 No No
505 1 house 55.7 58.9 No No
506 1 mobile home 56.8 60.8 No No
506B 1 house 53.8 57.4 No No
507 1 house 53.9 57.3 No No
509 1 house 56.5 60.1 No No
510 1 house 54.5 58.1 No No
511 1 house 56.4 60.1 No No
512 1 house 55.7 59.3 No No
513 2 mobile homes 56.1 59.7 No No
514 3 mobile homes 58.4 62.1 No No
516 4 mobile homes 54.9 58.5 No No
517 3 mobile homes 54.8 58.4 No No
518 6 mobile homes 53.6 57.2 No No
519 4 mobile homes 54.7 58.3 No No
520 2 mobile homes 55.3 59.0 No No
521 2 mobile homes 57.5 61.2 No No
523 4 mobile homes 59.1 62.9 No No
524 4 mobile homes 56.3 60.0 No No
525 4 mobile homes 54.6 58.3 No No
529 3 mobile homes 59.3 63.3 No No
530 2 mobile homes 56.0 59.7 No No
531 5 mobile homes 54.5 58.2 No No
532 1 house 57.5 61.3 No No
533 1 house 55.7 59.3 No No
534 1 house 58.2 62.0 No No
535 1 house 57.2 61.0 No No
536 1 house 60.8 70.6 Yes No
537 1 house 52.0 58.4 No No
539 1 mobile home 56.5 60.2 No No
540 1 house 52.1 56.1 No No
543 1 mobile home 56.6 60.5 No No
544 1 mobile home 52.8 56.4 No No
546 1 business 57.6 61.2 No No
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Table 3.7
Dry Creek and Gem Village Section No Action Alternative
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing No Action Limits? Existing
547 1 house 56.6 59.7 No No
548 1 house 58.7 62.7 No No
549 1 house 57.5 60.1 No No
550 1 house 56.7 61.5 No No
551 1 house 57.5 61.0 No No
553 1 house 61.2 62.5 No No
555 1 house 59.2 63.0 No No
559 1 house 45.9 49.8 No No
560 1 house 54.1 58.8 No No
562 1 house 59.5 58.3 No No
563 1 house 60.6 56.9 No No
565 1 house 51.9 53.2 No No
567 1 house 46.3 54.5 No No
568 1 house 61.0 54.2 No No
569 1 mobile home 61.0 56.4 No No
570 1 house 62.7 54.2 No No
571 1 house 48.8 51.7 No No
572 1 house 61.3 55.8 No No
573 1 business 62.2 55.2 No No
574 1 mobile home 61.7 55.1 No No
575 1 house 60.6 53.5 No No
576 1 house 55.6 52.6 No No
577 1 house 61.3 53.4 No No
578 1 business 62.2 53.4 No No
579 1 mobile home 62.0 54.9 No No
580 1 business 63.8 54.9 No No
581 1 business 64.8 54.7 No No
582 2 houses 65.7 53.3 No No
583 1 business 62.3 52.9 No No
584 2 houses 58.6 52.3 No No
587 1 business 61.9 53.0 No No
588 2 businesses 63.7 55.0 No No
589 1 business 55.2 51.6 No No
590 1 business 64.0 53.7 No No
591 2 businesses 64.4 55.4 No No
592 1 business 54.0 51.4 No No
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Table 3.7
Dry Creek and Gem Village Section No Action Alternative
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing No Action Limits? Existing
593 1 business 59.4 53.1 No No
594 1 house 64.9 54.4 No No
595 1 business 64.4 54.6 No No
596 1 house 55.3 52.7 No No
597 2 businesses 62.2 54.6 No No
598 1 business 62.5 57.6 No No
599 2 mobile homes 57.7 59.7 No No
600 2 mobile homes 58.4 60.6 No No
601 1 business 62.7 58.7 No No
602 1 business 63.0 55.9 No No
603 1 business 57.3 54.5 No No
605 1 business 58.5 55.6 No No
606 1 business 57.8 56.3 No No
607 1 house 54.5 55.0 No No
608 1 house 54.6 64.7 No Yes
610 1 house 62.1 64.6 No No
611 2 houses 63.9 68.1 Yes No
612 1 house 53.3 54.6 No No
614 1 house 56.2 60.0 No No
617 2 houses 61.4 65.7 No No
618 1 house 59.4 59.9 No No
619 1 house 57.5 56.9 No No

3.3.2 Alternative H (Preferred Alternative)

Under the 2025 Dry Creek and Gem Village Section Alternative H (Preferred Alternative), three
receptor sites would experience noise levels equal to or exceeding the 66 dBA (Category B) or
71 dBA (Category C). Two receptor sites would experience a substantial increase in noise
levels. The total number of impacted receptor sites for this alternative would be four.

Results of this analysis are presented in Table 3.8, Dry Creek and Gem Village Section
Alternative H (Preferred Alternative).
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Table 3.8
Dry Creek and Gem Village Section Alternative H (Preferred Alternative)
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing {2025 Action Limits? Existing
501 1 house 54.0 53.5 No No
502 1 house 56.3 60.4 No No
503 1 business 53.1 58.0 No No
505 1 house 54.4 58.9 No No
506 1 mobile home 55.6 60.8 No No
506B 1 house 52.6 57.4 No No
507 1 house 52.6 57.3 No No
509 1 house 55.2 60.1 No No
510 1 house 53.3 58.1 No No
511 1 house 55.2 60.1 No No
512 1 house 54.5 59.3 No No
513 2 mobile homes 54.9 59.7 No No
514 3 mobile homes 57.2 62.1 No No
516 4 mobile homes 53.7 58.5 No No
517 3 mobile homes 53.5 58.4 No No
518 6 mobile homes 52.4 57.2 No No
519 4 mobile homes 53.5 58.3 No No
520 2 mobile homes 54.1 59.0 No No
521 2 mobile homes 56.3 61.2 No No
523 4 mobile homes 57.9 62.9 No No
524 4 mobile homes 55.0 60.0 No No
525 4 mobile homes 53.4 58.3 No No
529 3 mobile homes 58.1 63.3 No No
530 2 mobile homes 54.8 59.7 No No
531 5 mobile homes 53.3 58.2 No No
532 1 house 56.2 61.3 No No
533 1 house 54.4 59.3 No No
534 1 house 57.0 62.0 No No
535 1 house 56.0 61.0 No No
536 1 house 59.5 70.6 Yes Yes
537 1 house 50.7 58.4 No No
539 1 mobile home 55.2 60.2 No No
540 1 house 50.9 56.1 No No
543 1 mobile home 55.3 60.5 No No
544 1 mobile home 51.5 56.4 No No
546 1 business 56.3 61.2 No No
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Table 3.8
Dry Creek and Gem Village Section Alternative H (Preferred Alternative)
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing {2025 Action Limits? Existing
547 1 house 55.3 59.7 No No
548 1 house 57.4 62.7 No No
549 1 house 56.2 60.1 No No
550 1 house 55.4 61.5 No No
551 1 house 56.2 61.0 No No
553 1 house 59.9 62.5 No No
555 1 house 57.9 63.0 No No
559 1 house 44.7 49.8 No No
560 1 house 53.4 58.8 No No
562 1 house 58.8 58.3 No No
563 1 house 59.9 56.9 No No
565 1 house 51.2 53.2 No No
567 1 house 45.6 54.5 No No
568 1 house 60.3 54.2 No No
569 1 mobile home 60.3 56.4 No No
570 1 house 62.1 54.2 No No
571 1 house 48.1 51.7 No No
572 1 house 60.6 55.8 No No
573 1 business 61.5 55.2 No No
574 1 mobile home 61.0 55.1 No No
575 1 house 59.9 53.5 No No
576 1 house 54.9 52.6 No No
577 1 house 60.6 53.4 No No
578 1 business 61.5 53.4 No No
579 1 mobile home 61.3 54.9 No No
580 1 business 62.6 54.9 No No
581 1 business 63.6 54.7 No No
582 2 houses 64.4 53.3 No No
583 1 business 60.9 52.9 No No
584 2 houses 57.3 52.3 No No
587 1 business 60.6 53.0 No No
588 2 businesses 62.5 55.0 No No
589 1 business 53.9 51.6 No No
590 1 business 62.7 53.7 No No
591 2 businesses 63.2 55.4 No No
592 1 business 52.7 51.4 No No
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Table 3.8
Dry Creek and Gem Village Section Alternative H (Preferred Alternative)
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing {2025 Action Limits? Existing

593 1 business 58.1 53.1 No No
594 1 house 63.5 54.4 No No
595 1 business 63.1 54.6 No No
596 1 house 54.0 52.7 No No
597 2 businesses 60.9 54.6 No No
598 1 business 61.3 57.6 No No
599 2 mobile homes 56.5 59.7 No No
600 2 mobile homes 57.1 60.6 No No
601 1 business 61.5 58.7 No No
602 1 business 61.7 55.9 No No
603 1 business 56.0 54.5 No No
605 1 business 57.2 55.6 No No
606 1 business 56.5 56.3 No No
607 1 house 53.2 55.0 No No
608 1 house 53.4 64.7 No Yes
610 1 house 60.8 64.6 No No
611 2 houses 62.6 68.1 Yes No
614 1 house 55.0 60.0 No No
617 2 houses 60.2 65.7 No No
618 1 house 58.1 59.9 No No
619 1 house 56.2 56.9 No No

3.3.3 Alternative C

Under the 2025 Dry Creek and Gem Village Section Alternative C, 12 receptor sites would
experience noise levels equal to or exceeding the 66 dBA (Category B) or 71 dBA (Category C).
Eight receptor sites would experience a substantial increase in noise levels. The total number of

impacted receptor sites for this alternative would be 13.

Results of this analysis are presented in Table 3.9, Dry Creek and Gem Village Section

Alternative C.
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Table 3.9
Dry Creek and Gem Village Section Alternative C
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing 2025 Action Limits? Existing
501 1 house 54.0 53.5 No No
502 1 house 56.3 60.4 No No
503 1 business 53.1 58.0 No No
505 1 house 54.4 58.9 No No
506 1 mobile home 55.6 60.8 No No
506B 1 house 52.6 57.4 No No
507 1 house 52.6 57.3 No No
509 1 house 55.2 60.1 No No
510 1 house 53.3 58.1 No No
511 1 house 55.2 60.1 No No
512 1 house 54.5 59.3 No No
513 2 mobile homes 54.9 59.7 No No
514 3 mobile homes 57.2 62.1 No No
516 4 mobile homes 53.7 58.5 No No
517 3 mobile homes 53.5 58.4 No No
518 6 mobile homes 52.4 57.2 No No
519 4 mobile homes 53.5 58.3 No No
520 2 mobile homes 54.1 59.0 No No
521 2 mobile homes 56.3 61.2 No No
523 4 mobile homes 57.9 62.9 No No
524 4 mobile homes 55.0 60.0 No No
525 4 mobile homes 53.4 58.3 No No
529 3 mobile homes 58.1 63.3 No No
530 2 mobile homes 54.8 59.7 No No
531 5 mobile homes 53.3 58.2 No No
532 1 house 56.2 61.3 No No
533 1 house 54.4 59.3 No No
534 1 house 57.0 62.0 No No
535 1 house 56.0 61.0 No No
536 1 house 59.5 70.6 Yes Yes
537 1 house 50.7 58.4 No No
539 1 mobile home 55.2 60.2 No No
540 1 house 50.9 56.1 No No
543 1 mobile home 55.3 60.5 No No
544 1 mobile home 51.5 56.3 No No
546 1 business 56.3 61.2 No No
B-26 US 160 Draft Final EIS, January 2006



SECTIONTHREE

Noise Impacts

Table 3.9
Dry Creek and Gem Village Section Alternative C
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing 2025 Action Limits? Existing
547 1 house 55.3 59.6 No No
548 1 house 57.4 62.7 No No
549 1 house 56.2 51.4 No No
550 1 house 55.4 55.8 No No
551 1 house 56.2 52.1 No No
553 1 house 59.9 50.0 No No
555 1 house 57.9 53.8 No No
559 1 house 44.7 48.0 No No
560 1 house 53.4 59.9 No No
565 1 house 51.2 61.9 No Yes
567 1 house 45.6 66.0 Yes Yes
568 1 house 60.3 65.5 No No
570 1 house 62.1 66.8 Yes No
571 1 house 48.1 61.0 No Yes
575 1 house 59.9 65.2 No No
576 1 house 54.9 61.1 No No
577 1 house 60.6 65.8 No No
578 1 business 61.5 66.4 No No
582 2 houses 64.4 66.5 Yes No
583 1 business 60.9 64.0 No No
584 2 houses 57.3 61.1 No No
587 1 business 60.6 63.7 No No
589 1 business 53.9 58.2 No No
590 1 business 62.7 65.3 No No
592 1 business 52.7 57.2 No No
593 1 business 58.1 61.8 No No
594 1 house 63.5 66.0 Yes No
595 1 business 63.1 65.6 No No
596 1 house 54.0 58.5 No No
597 2 businesses 60.9 64.0 No No
602 1 business 61.7 64.8 No No
603 1 business 56.0 60.4 No No
605 1 business 57.2 61.6 No No
606 1 business 56.5 61.5 No No
607 1 house 53.2 59.4 No No
608 1 house 53.4 62.0 No No
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Table 3.9
Dry Creek and Gem Village Section Alternative C
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing 2025 Action Limits? Existing
610 1 house 60.8 69.6 Yes No
611 2 houses 62.6 74.1 Yes Yes
612 1 house 53.3 61.9 No No
617 1 house 60.2 68.8 Yes No
618 1 house 58.1 75.7 Yes Yes
619 1 house 56.2 71.9 Yes Yes
3.4  BAYFIELD SECTION

3.4.1 No Action Alternative

Under the 2025 Bayfield Section No Action Alternative, seven receptor sites would experience
noise levels equal to or exceeding the 66 dBA (Category B) or 71 dBA (Category C). None of
the receptor sites would experience a substantial increase in noise levels. The total number of
impacted receptor sites for this alternative would be seven.

Results of this analysis are presented in Table 3.10, Bayfield Section No Action Alternative.

Table 3.10
Bayfield Section No Action Alternative

Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing No Action Limits? Existing
701 1 house 52.0 52.9 No No
702 1 house 44.7 46.1 No No
703 1 house 50.7 51.6 No No
712 1 business 61.1 62.4 No No
715 1 house 65.0 60.6 No No
716 1 business 56.6 62.5 No No
717 1 business 52.0 55.4 No No
718 1 business 52.8 57.0 No No
721 1 business 58.0 65.7 No No
722 1 house 56.6 62.7 No No
724 3 houses 52.8 57.0 No No
726 1 house 55.9 61.3 No No
727 1 house 55.4 60.5 No No
729 2 houses 55.8 60.9 No No
730 3 houses 51.2 54.8 No No
732 2 houses 55.4 60.0 No No
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Table 3.10
Bayfield Section No Action Alternative
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing No Action Limits? Existing
733 3 houses 55.0 59.3 No No
735 4 houses 59.7 67.4 Yes No
737 3 houses 59.5 66.5 Yes No
738 2 houses 55.6 60.1 No No
739 1 house 53.7 57.5 No No
740 1 house 56.4 61.1 No No
743 1 church 54.4 58.2 No No
745 1 mobile home 65.0 62.1 No No
747 1 mobile home 64.7 62.0 No No
748 1 mobile home 70.2 63.8 No No
749 1 house 60.9 60.4 No No
750 1 house 60.7 61.1 No No
752 1 house 52.5 55.0 No No
753 1 house 53.2 55.5 No No

3.4.2 Alternative B (Preferred Alternative)

Under the 2025 Bayfield Section Alternative B (Preferred Alternative), seven receptor sites
would experience noise levels equal to or exceeding the 66 dBA (Category B) or 71 dBA
(Category C). None of the receptor sites would experience a substantial increase in noise levels.
The total number of impacted receptor sites for this alternative would be seven.

Results of this analysis are presented in Table 3.11, Bayfield Section Alternative B (Preferred
Alternative).

Table 3.11
Bayfield Section Alternative B (Preferred Alternative)

Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Represents Existing 2025 Action Limits? Existing
701 1 house 51.1 52.9 No No
702 1 house 43.8 46.1 No No
703 1 house 49.8 51.6 No No
712 1 business 60.2 62.4 No No
715 1 house 64.2 60.6 No No
716 1 business 55.6 62.5 No No
717 1 business 51.0 55.4 No No
718 1 business 51.9 57.0 No No
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Table 3.11
Bayfield Section Alternative B (Preferred Alternative)
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Represents Existing 2025 Action Limits? Existing
721 1 business 57.1 65.7 No No
722 1 house 55.7 62.7 No No
724 3 houses 51.9 57.0 No No
726 1 house 55.0 61.3 No No
727 1 house 54.5 60.5 No No
729 2 houses 54.9 60.9 No No
730 3 houses 50.3 54.8 No No
732 2 houses 54.5 60.0 No No
733 3 houses 54.1 59.3 No No
735 4 houses 58.8 67.4 Yes No
737 3 houses 58.6 66.5 Yes No
738 2 houses 54.8 60.1 No No
739 1 house 52.8 57.5 No No
740 1 house 55.5 61.1 No No
743 1 church 53.5 58.2 No No
745 1 mobile home 64.2 62.1 No No
747 1 mobile home 63.8 62.0 No No
748 1 mobile home 69.3 63.8 No No
749 1 house 60.1 60.4 No No
750 1 house 59.9 61.1 No No
752 1 house 51.6 55.0 No No
753 1 house 52.3 55.5 No No

3.4.3 Alternative A

Under the 2025 Bayfield Section Alternative A, seven receptor sites would experience noise
levels equal to or exceeding the 66 dBA (Category B) or 71 dBA (Category C). None of the
receptor sites would experience a substantial increase in noise levels. The total number of

impacted receptor sites for this alternative would be seven.

Results of this analysis are presented in Table 3.12, Bayfield Section Alternative A.
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Table 3.12
Bayfield Section Alternative A
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing | 2025 Action Limits? Existing
701 1 house 51.1 52.9 No No
702 1 house 43.8 46.5 No No
703 1 house 49.8 51.6 No No
712 1 business 60.2 62.5 No No
715 1 house 64.2 61.6 No No
716 1 business 55.6 63.4 No No
717 1 business 51.0 56.2 No No
718 1 business 51.9 57.7 No No
721 1 business 57.1 66.0 No No
722 1 house 55.7 63.0 No No
724 3 houses 51.9 57.4 No No
726 1 house 55.0 61.4 No No
727 1 house 54.5 60.6 No No
729 2 houses 54.9 61.0 No No
730 3 houses 50.3 54.9 No No
732 2 houses 54.5 60.1 No No
733 3 houses 54.1 59.4 No No
735 4 houses 58.8 67.4 Yes No
737 3 houses 58.6 66.5 Yes No
738 2 houses 54.8 60.2 No No
739 1 house 52.8 57.5 No No
740 1 house 55.5 61.1 No No
743 1 church 53.5 58.2 No No
745 1 mobile home 64.2 62.1 No No
747 1 mobile home 63.8 62.0 No No
748 1 mobile home 69.3 63.8 No No
749 1 house 60.1 60.4 No No
750 1 house 59.9 61.1 No No
752 1 house 51.6 55.1 No No
753 1 house 52.3 55.5 No No

Table 3.13, Number of Impacts by Alternative, depicts the total number of impacted receptor
sites by action alternative.
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Table 3.13
Number of Impacts by Alternative
Alternative
Florida Mesa and Valley Dry Creek and
Grandview Section Section Gem Village Section Bayfield Section
No G F No No No
Action Modified Modified | Action © A Action H © Action B

No. of receptor
sites equal to or 37 48 54 0 1 21 3 3 12 7 7
exceeding NAC

No. of receptor
sites with 10 dBA 0 17 46 0 0 0 1 2 8 0 0
or more increase

Total number of
impacted receptor 37 51 82 0 1 1 4 4 13 7 7
sites

See Table 2.2, CDOT Noise Abatement Criteria, of this appendix for details on NAC.

3.5 CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Construction would generate noise from diesel-powered, earth-moving equipment such as dump
trucks and bulldozers, back-up alarms on certain equipment, compressors and pile drivers.
Construction noises at off-site receptor locations would usually be dependent on the loudest one
or two pieces of equipment operating at the moment. Noise levels from diesel-powered
equipment range from 80 to 95 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. Impact equipment such as rock
drills and pile drivers could generate louder noise levels.

Methods to mitigate noise from construction will be considered, where practical, during the
construction phase of the project. Examples of possible mitigation measures include ensuring
that contractors will use properly maintained vehicles with respect to mufflers and limiting work
to daytime hours.
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Future noise levels at many of the receptor sites would approach or exceed the NAC of 66 dBA
or would result in an increase of 10 dBA and require noise abatement considerations. Possible
mitigation measures include the following:

e Noise wall construction

e Roadway realignment

e Truck traffic restrictions

e Traffic speed limit changes

e Roadway surface type modifications

For this study, the most practical and effective measure would be construction of vertical noise
walls, where feasible and reasonable, according to the CDOT Noise Abatement Policy. In
general, the majority of the corridor is rural, with isolated homes on large acreage lots set far
from the road. Nearly all homes access US 160 with a driveway that must be maintained. For
noise mitigation to be effective, a cost-effective continuous wall would have to be built. This
often could not be accomplished due to the wall openings required for driveways and the great
distances between the homes.

41  MITIGATION

Those receivers that met the approach NAC, or that would be expected to experience a
significant impact, are listed in Table 4.1, Receiver Locations Analyzed for Noise Mitigation by
Alternative. Figures B-1 through B-57 show the location of these receivers.

Table 4.1
Receiver Locations Analyzed for Noise Mitigation by Alternative

Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing 2025 Action Limits? Existing
Grandview Section Alternative G Modified (Preferred Alternative)
29 3 mobile homes 56.3 66.5 Yes Yes
29A 3 mobile homes 60.9 71.6 Yes Yes
30 2 mobile homes 56.8 66.9 Yes Yes
34 2 mobile homes 57.6 67.9 Yes Yes
38 1 house 57.1 66.4 Yes No
43 1 house 58.4 68.1 Yes No
52 1 house 58.3 67.0 Yes No
67 1 house 60.5 67.2 Yes No
72 3 mobile homes 57.7 66.9 Yes No
121 1 business 52.4 62.4 No Yes
122 1 house 51.3 61.5 No Yes
323 4 mobile homes 59.1 66.5 Yes No
84 1 house 58.9 66.1 Yes No
85 2 houses 60.8 68.5 Yes No
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Table 4.1
Receiver Locations Analyzed for Noise Mitigation by Alternative
Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing 2025 Action Limits? Existing
87 1 house 59.7 67.2 Yes No
88 2 houses 60.4 67.9 Yes No
92 1 house 62.0 69.6 Yes No
95 8 mobile homes 60.7 69.3 Yes No
96 4 mobile homes, 1 house 59.3 67.8 Yes No
102 2 houses 63.0 68.0 Yes No
103 1 church, 1 mobile home 57.6 67.7 Yes Yes
106 2 mobile homes 56.7 66.6 Yes No
107b 1 mobile home 57.4 67.9 Yes Yes
112 1 house 45.0 59.2 No Yes
114 1 house 45.1 64.0 No Yes
Grandview Section Alternative F Modified
25 5 mobile homes 50.7 62.3 No Yes
29 3 mobile homes 56.3 67.5 Yes Yes
29A 3 mobile homes 60.9 72.3 Yes Yes
30 2 mobile homes 56.8 67.9 Yes Yes
34 2 mobile homes 57.6 69.1 Yes Yes
37 1 house 56.7 67.2 Yes Yes
38 1 house 57.1 67.6 Yes Yes
39 1 business 60.7 71.0 Yes Yes
40 1 business 57.9 68.0 No Yes
41 1 house 55.9 66.0 Yes Yes
42 2 houses 55.4 65.8 No Yes
43 1 house 58.4 69.3 Yes Yes
44 1 business 64.9 71.1 Yes No
52 1 house 58.3 68.1 Yes No
55 1 house 54.7 64.7 No Yes
63 1 house 54.0 64.1 No Yes
65 1 house 53.3 65.6 No Yes
67 1 house 60.5 68.5 Yes No
72 3 mobile homes 57.7 67.0 Yes No
119 2 mobile homes 56.6 66.4 Yes No
121 1 business 52.4 63.2 No Yes
122 1 house 51.3 62.7 No Yes
300 1 house 37.7 61.9 No Yes
301 1 house 37.8 60.7 No Yes
302 1 house 37.3 57.6 No Yes
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Table 4.1
Receiver Locations Analyzed for Noise Mitigation by Alternative

Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing 2025 Action Limits? Existing
304 1 house 45.2 61.4 No Yes
305 1 house 44.8 60.2 No Yes
306 1 house 46.1 62.9 No Yes
307 1 house 455 62.1 No Yes
309 1 house 48.5 61.5 No Yes
310 1 mobile home 49.5 60.8 No Yes
312 1 house 50.4 64.0 No Yes
315 1 house 51.0 61.6 No Yes
323 4 mobile homes 59.1 67.7 Yes No
326 1 business 50.0 61.0 No Yes
84 1 house 58.9 66.1 Yes No
85 2 houses 60.8 68.5 Yes No
87 1 house 59.7 67.2 Yes No
88 2 houses 60.4 67.9 Yes No
91 1 business 55.3 65.8 No Yes
92 1 house 62.0 69.6 Yes No
95 8 mobile homes 60.7 69.3 Yes No
96 4 mobile homes, 1 house 59.3 67.8 Yes No
102 2 houses 63.0 68.0 Yes No
103 1 church, 1 mobile home 57.6 67.7 Yes Yes
106 2 mobile homes 56.7 66.6 Yes No
107b 1 mobile home 57.4 67.9 Yes Yes
112 1 house 45.0 59.2 No Yes
114 1 house 45.1 64.0 No Yes
Florida Mesa and Valley Section Alternative C
417 | 1 mobile home | 578 | 62 | Yes | No
Florida Mesa and Valley Section Alternative A
417 | 1 mobile home | 578 | 62 | Yes | No
Dry Creek and Gem Village Section Alternative H
536 1 house 59.5 70.6 Yes Yes
608 1 house 53.4 64.7 No Yes
611 2 houses 62.6 68.1 Yes No
Dry Creek and Gem Village Section Alternative C
536 1 house 59.5 70.6 Yes Yes
565 1 house 51.2 61.9 No Yes
567 1 house 45.6 66.0 Yes Yes
570 1 house 62.1 66.8 Yes No
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Table 4.1
Receiver Locations Analyzed for Noise Mitigation by Alternative

Approach or 10 dBA
Receiver Exceed NAC | Increase over
Number Receptor Site Represented Existing 2025 Action Limits? Existing
571 1 house 48.1 61.0 No Yes
582 2 houses 64.4 66.5 Yes No
594 1 house 63.5 66.0 Yes No
610 1 house 60.8 69.6 Yes No
611 2 houses 62.6 74.1 Yes Yes
617 1 house 60.2 68.8 Yes No
618 1 house 58.1 75.7 Yes Yes
619 1 house 56.2 71.9 Yes Yes
Bayfield Section Alternative A
735 4 houses 58.8 67.4 Yes No
737 3 houses 58.6 66.5 Yes No
Bayfield Section Alternative B
735 4 houses 58.8 67.4 Yes No
737 3 houses 58.6 66.5 Yes No

Commercial receptor sites were modeled for noise levels and for noise mitigation walls.
Commercial sites typically desire highly visible locations and require direct access to the main
roadway. The majority of the commercial sites modeled along the project corridor for this study
either have direct access or have an L(eq) reading that was under the NAC of 71 dBA, therefore,
they do not qualify for noise mitigation.

Noise walls were analyzed at residential locations to determine the physical feasibility and the
economical reasonableness of the walls. Many of the walls were required for both action
alternatives within a section and were analyzed in both action alternative models. The number of
walls considered for each alternative is depicted in Table 4.2, Number of Wall Locations
Considered for Mitigation.

Table 4.2
Number of Wall Locations Considered for Mitigation
Alternative
. . Florida Mesa and Dry Creek and Gem . :
Grandview Section Valley Section Village Section Bayfield Section
G F
Modified | Modified ¢ A H ¢ B A
Number of Walls 13 24 1 1 3 8 1 1

For the wall locations identified, mitigation must be considered feasible and reasonable to be
incorporated into the project. The noise analysis and abatement guideline worksheets (CDOT
Form 1209) were used to investigate the feasibility and reasonableness for each impacted
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location. Mitigation measures, to be considered feasible, must achieve a 5 dBA or greater noise
reduction for each of the front row receptor sites without engineering difficulties, such as breaks
or gaps in the barrier. Five dBA was chosen because it is a readily perceivable change in noise
levels for most people. In any case, no wall barrier should be deemed reasonable if it does not
achieve at least a 5 dBA decrease in noise levels for at least one front-row receptor site.

The reasonability/cost-effectiveness criteria are specifically defined as a cost per total decibel of
noise reduction (<$3,000 — Extremely Reasonable; $3,000-$3,750 — Reasonable; $3,750-$4,000
— Marginally Reasonable; and >$4,000 — Unreasonable). For purposes of calculating cost
effectiveness, analysis assumed a wall cost of $30.00 per square foot.

Lastly, for mitigation to be considered, impacted homeowners would have to want the
mitigation. To be considered reasonable, more than 50 percent of the homeowners would have
to want the noise wall.

Using CDOT guidelines, a number of wall heights were modeled to determine the minimum
height to reduce noise levels to the NAC level and achieve an average 5 dBA decrease for the
receptors to evaluate the cost/benefit (reasonability/cost-effectiveness) of building a wall. The
resulting noise levels after modeling the wall are summarized in Table 4.3, Potential Noise Wall
Locations Analyzed by Alternative.

The noise abatement analysis indicates that two noise walls would meet current FHWA and
CDOT noise criteria. Noise abatement walls should be considered for the following locations:

Mountain Vista Mobile Home Park (Receptors 94, 95, 96, and 97) (Barrier Number 4/7W2)
Grandview Section Alternative G Modified (Preferred Alternative) and Alternative F Modified

An 8-foot by 870-foot-long noise wall was modeled, without driveway openings, to determine if
a 5 dBA reduction in noise could be achieved. The results determined that a continuous noise
wall would reduce future noise levels by an average of 7.5 dBA per benefited site. The cost/total
dBA reduction would be $2,537, which falls into the extremely “reasonable” range. A wall is
currently being constructed at this location in conjunction with a safety improvement project.
Under the Grandview Section Alternative G Modified, or Alternative F Modified, the wall that is
currently being constructed would have to be relocated.

Bayfield (Receptors 732, 733, 735, 737, 739, and 940) (Barrier Number 1/2W1)
Bayfield Section Alternative B (Preferred Alternative) and Alternative A

This location represents six homes (first row) and four homes (second row) for a total of ten
homes. An auto parts store is located between the homes, with four homes to the west and two
to the east. A wall measuring 8 feet high by 805 feet long with no breaks for driveways was
modeled. Using an average 5.1 dBA reduction per benefited site, the resulting cost/total dBA
reduction per benefited site for the ten homes is $3,760. This falls into the “marginally
reasonable” range.
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Table 4.3
Potential Noise Wall Locations Analyzed by Alternative
No. of Average
Benefited L(eq) Total L(eq) Barrier Average Cost
Barrier | Receptor | Reduction | Reduction | Barrier | Length |Barrier Area per Decibel of |Recommend
Receivers Represented by Barrier Location |  No. Sites (dBA) (dBA) Height | (feet) (ft3 Barrier Cost | Reduction Wall? Notes
Grandview Section Alternative G Modified (Preferred Alternative)
R29, R29A, R30, R34, R37, R38, 2/5W1 15 3.3 48.8 12 2,785 | 33,420 |$1,002,600 | $20,545.08 No
R42, R43
R119, R56, R57, R118, R58, R322, | 3/6W1 22 0.7 15.0 12 935 11,220 | $336,600 | $22,440.00 No
R323, R320, R67, R66, R318
R70, R72 3/6W2 9 3.0 26.7 12 715 8,580 $257,400 | $9,640.45 No
R85, R87, R88, R92 4/7W1 6 3.9 23.2 12 1,025 | 12,300 | $369,000 | $15,905.17 No
R94, R95, R96, R97 4/7TW2 19 6.6 1245 8 870 6,960 $208,800 | $1,677.11 Yes
R102, R103 4/7TW3 4 6.4 25.6 12 650 7,800 $234,000 | $9,140.63 No
R106, R107, R107B 4/TW4 6 2.1 125 12 1,025 | 12,300 | $369,000 | $29,520.00 No
R52 GG1 1 10.0 10.0 10 700 7,000 $210,000 | $21,000.00 No
R83, R84, R86 GG2 3 10.0 30.0 10 800 8,000 $240,000 | $8,000.00 No
R112 GG3 1 10.0 10.0 10 400 4,000 $120,000 | $12,000.00 No
R114 GG4 1 10.0 10.0 10 400 4,000 $120,000 | $12,000.00 No
R122 GG5 1 10.0 10.0 10 400 4,000 $120,000 | $12,000.00 No
R121 No Mitigation not considered
for businesses
Grandview Alternative F Modified
R29, R29A, R30, R34, R37, R38, 2/5W1 15 4.3 64.4 12 2,785 | 33,420 |$1,002,600 | $15,568.32 No
R42, R43
R119, R56, R57, R118, R58, R322, | 3/6W1 22 0.6 14.0 12 935 11,220 | $336,600 | $24,042.86 No
R323, R320, R67, R66, R318
R70, R72 3/6W2 9 2.8 25.2 12 715 8,580 $257,400 | $10,214.29 No
R85, R87, R88, R92 4/7TW1 6 4.2 25.1 12 1,025 | 12,300 | $369,000 | $14,701.20 No
R94, R95, R96, R97 4/7TW2 19 8.8 167.9 8 870 6,960 $208,800 | $1,243.60 Yes
R102, R103 4/7TW3 4 7.5 29.8 12 650 7,800 $234,000 | $7,852.35 No
R106, R107, R107B 4/7TW4 6 3.0 17.7 12 1,025 | 12,300 | $369,000 | $20,847.46 No
R25 GF1 5 10.0 50.0 10 1,000 | 10,000 | $300,000 | $6,000.00 No
R41 GF2 1 10.0 10.0 10 400 4,000 $120,000 | $12,000.00 No
R52, R 55 GF3 1 10.0 10.0 10 700 7,000 $210,000 | $21,000.00 No
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Table 4.3
Potential Noise Wall Locations Analyzed by Alternative

No. of Average
Benefited L(eq) Total L(eq) Barrier Average Cost
Barrier | Receptor | Reduction | Reduction | Barrier | Length |Barrier Area per Decibel of |[Recommend

Receivers Represented by Barrier Location |  No. Sites (dBA) (dBA) Height | (feet) (ft?) Barrier Cost | Reduction Wall? Notes

R63, R65 GF4 1 10.0 20.0 10 600 6,000 $180,000 | $9,000.00 No

R304, R305, R306. R307 GF5 4 10.0 40.0 10 800 8,000 $240,000 | $6,000.00 No

R300, R301, R302 GF6 3 10.0 30.0 10 800 8,000 $240,000 | $8,000.00 No

R309, R310, R312, R315 GF7 4 10.0 40.0 10 800 8,000 $240,000 | $6,000.00 No

R83, R84, R86 GF8 3 10.0 30.0 10 800 8,000 $240,000 | $8,000.00 No

R112 GF9 1 10.0 10.0 10 400 4,000 $120,000 | $12,000.00 No

R114 GF10 1 10.0 10.0 10 400 4,000 $120,000 | $12,000.00 No

R122 GF11 1 10.0 10.0 10 400 4,000 $120,000 | $12,000.00 No

R39 No Mitigation not considered
for businesses

R40 No Mitigation not considered
for businesses

R44 No Mitigation not considered
for businesses

R121 No Mitigation not considered
for businesses

R91 No Mitigation not considered
for businesses

R326 No Mitigation not considered
for businesses

Florida Mesa and Valley Alternative C (Preferred Alternative)

R417 | Fc1 | 1 | 100 | 100 | 10 | 400 | 4,000 | $120,000 |[$12,000.00] No |
Florida Mesa and Valley Alternative A

R417 | FA1 [ 1 | 100 | 100 | 10 [ 400 | 4,000 | $120,000 |$12,000.00] No |
Dry Creek and Gem Village Alternative H (Preferred Alternative)

R536 DH1 1 10.0 10.0 10 400 4,000 | $120,000 | $12,000.00 No
R608 DH2 1 10.0 10.0 10 400 4,000 | $120,000 | $12,000.00 No
R611 DH3 1 10.0 10.0 10 600 6,000 | $180,000 | $18,000.00 No
Dry Creek and Gem Village Alternative C

R565, R567, R568, R570, R571 5W1 5 3.9 19.6 10 450 4,500 $135,000 | $6,887.76 No
R536 DC1 1 10.0 10.0 10 400 4,000 $120,000 | $12,000.00 No
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Table 4.3
Potential Noise Wall Locations Analyzed by Alternative
No. of Average
Benefited L(eq) Total L(eq) Barrier Average Cost
Barrier | Receptor | Reduction | Reduction | Barrier | Length |Barrier Area per Decibel of |[Recommend
Receivers Represented by Barrier Location |  No. Sites (dBA) (dBA) Height | (feet) (ft?) Barrier Cost | Reduction Wall? Notes
R610 DC2 1 10.0 10.0 10 400 4,000 $120,000 | $12,000.00 No
R611 DC3 1 10. 10.0 10 600 6,000 $180,000 | $18,000.00 No
R617 DC4 1 10.0 10.0 10 500 5,000 $150,000 | $15,000.00 No
R618, R619 DC5 2 10.0 20.0 10 600 6,000 $180,000 | $9,000.00 No
R582 No Direct access to highway;
wall not feasible
R594 No Direct access to highway;
wall not feasible
Bayfield Alternative B (Preferred Alternative)
R732, R733, R735, R737, R738, 1/2w1 16 4.1 65.9 8 805 6,440 $193,200 | $2,931.71 Yes
R739, R740
Bayfield Alternative A
R732, R733, R735, R737, R738, 1/2wW1 16 41 65.9 8 805 6,440 $193,200 | $2,931.71 Yes
R739, R740
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Based on the current FHWA and CDOT noise criteria, noise mitigation is recommended at the
following locations:

e Grandview: Mountain Vista Mobile Home Park, Receptors 94, 95, 96, 97
e Bayfield: Receptors R732, R733, R735, R737, R739 and R740
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